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This paper presents a brief overview of a 
study undertaken at the Center for Urban Studies 
of the University of Chicago for the Committee 
on Areas for Social and Economic Statistics of 
the Social Science Research Council, under a con- 
tract between the Council and the Bureau of the 
Census, U. S. Department of Commerce. The stu- 
dy's purposes were: 

-- "(to) conduct an examination of exist- 
ing principles of area classification 
for Standard Metropolitan Statistical 
Areas, and an examination of alterna- 
tive criteria, such as the concept of 
Functional Economic Areas, in order to 
formulate new principles of area clas- 
sification." 

-- "(to) examine the effect of applying 
alternative criteria of integration of 
central cities and their outlying ar- 
eas in the delineation of Standard Me- 
tropolitan Statistical Areas and their 
relationship to other classification 
systems." 

-- "(to) classify the entire United States 
into a hierarchy of urban, metropolitan 
and consolidated areas using criteria 
of size and of the linkages between pla- 
ces of work, places of residence, and 
places of shopping." 

In the course of the investigation, five 
background papers, four large maps, a set of ta- 
bles classifying the counties of the U. S. into 
functional economic areas, and a final report 
were issued. At the time this paper was being 
written, a few copies of the papers and reports 
were still obtainable from the Bureau of the Cen- 
sus. Copies of the maps are now being circulated 
for inspection by members of the audience. A 
final monograph will be published by the Bureau 
of the Census early in 1968. The tentative title 
is Metropolitan Area Definition: A Re- evaluation 
of Concept and Statistical Practice.Paralleling 
the contents of the monograph, in this paper I 
will first review briefly the history of statis- 
tical definition of metropolitan areas in the 
United States, the major types of criticisms of 
the criteria used to define Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas in 1960, principal results of 
a study of the small -area journey -to -work data 
collected in the twenty -five per cent sample of 
1960, and implications of these results for defi- 
nition of statistical areas in the future. 

History of Metropolitan Definition 

Clearly, during the twentieth century both 
the scale and the pattern of the nation's urban 
growth have been transformed continuously and 
with increasing rapidity. These changes in the 
scale and pattern of American life were first re- 
cognized by the Bureau of the Census in 1910, 
when it introduced Metropolitan Districts to its 
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system of area classification. This marked the 
first use by the Bureau of the Census of a unit 
other than the corporate boundaries of a city for 
reporting data on urban population. The Metro- 
politan District of 1910, defined for every city 
of over 200,000 inhabitants and reapplied with 
little alteration by the Bureau of the Census in 
1920, 1930 and-1940, served basically to distin- 
guish urban population, whether located within 
the central city or adjacent to it, from surround- 
ing rural population. The idea behind the def- 
inition was in essence that stated in 1932: 

". . . the population of the corporate 
city frequently gives a very inadequate 
idea of the population massed in and 
around that city, constituting the greater 
city, . and (the boundaries of) large 
cities in few cases . limit the urban 
population which that city represents or 
of which it is the center . . . If we 
are to have a correct picture of the mas- 
sing or concentration of population in 
extensive urban areas . it is neces- 
sary to establish metropolitan districts 
which will show the magnitude of each of 
the principal population centers." 

Almost as soon as the metropolitan concept 
was introduced to statistical practice, in the 
attempt to capture "the greater city," several 
factors led to dissatisfaction with the criteria 
and operational definitions used, or the results 
of their application, however. It is inevitable 
that any set of statistical areas transcending 
conventional legal jurisdictions will become the 
subject of local protest and political pressure. 
Almost any set of statistics will attract a co- 
terie of users, too, and many of these users 
find weaknesses in the system for their partic- 
ular purposes. Criteria used to operationalize 
something as fundamental and important as the 
metropolitan concept become the objects of aca- 
demic evaluation and critique. And society it- 
self continues to change, so even if criteria 
and areas may have been valid representations of 
conditions at a given period of time, they just 
as surely cease to be so in the course of time. 

The resulting response has been one of suc- 
cessive modification of the definitional criteria. 
Metropolitan Districts were defined in 1940 for 
each incorporated city having 50,000 or more in- 
habitants, and included adjacent and contiguous 

minor civil divisions or incorporated places 
having a population density of 150 persons per 

square mile or more. In 1940, however, relative- 
ly few data were tabulated by minor civil divi- 
sions. At the same time, the various government 
agencies had no set of standardized regions for 
which they reported statistics. For example, 

Industrial Areas defined by the Census of Manu- 
facturing, and Labor Market Areas used by the 

Bureau of Employment Security both differed from 
the Metropolitan Districts by which the Bureau 
of the Census reported data. 

As a consequence, a further consideration 



introduced in developing the Standard Metropoli- 
tan Areas of 1950 was "so that a wide variety of 
statistical data might be presented on a uniform 
basis." The S.M.A. consisted of one or more con- 
tiguous counties containing at least one city of 
50,000 inhabitants. Additional counties had to 
meet certain criteria of metropolitan character 
and social and economic integration with the cen- 
tral city in order to be classified within an 
S.M.A. Various governmental agencies cooperated 
to collect and report data by this statistical 
unit. The S.M.A. was by its very nature a com- 
promise, designed to facilitate uniform reporting 
of data. It differed from the old Metropolitan 
District in that it was not defined primarily 
upon density criteria. The introduction of the 
Urbanized Area in 1950 provided a unit that fit 
more closely to the idea of the Metropolitan Dis- 
trict. 

The Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 
of 1960 represents a slight revision of the S.M. 
A. concept, the word "statistical" being added 
so that the character of the area being defined 
might be better understood. 

The primary objective of the S.M.S.A. has 
been stated to be to facilitate the utilization 
by all Federal statistical agencies of a uniform 
area for which to publish statistical -data use- 
ful in analyzing metropolitan problems. The use- 
fulness of the data has been related most espe- 
cially to the fact that S.M.S.As. take into ac- 
count places of industrial concentration (labor 
demand) and of population concentration (labor 
supply). 

Two main claims have been advanced for the 
S.M.S.A. First, it provides a 'standard' area 
composed of a large city and its closely inte- 
grated surrounding area which can be used by the 
Bureau of the Census and other government agen- 
cies for purposes of data gathering, analysis 
and presentation. Secondly, the classification 
provides a distinction between metropolitan and 
non -metropolitan areas by type of residence, 
replacing the older rural- urban, farm -non -farm 
distinctions. 

The S.M.S.A. has been used extensively as 
a reporting unit by many government agencies 
for publication of statistics. Statistical 
users outside the federal establishment have 
included local planning agencies, sales and 
advertising concerns, while much non- statistical 
use has been made of the classification by lo- 
cal boosters and political organizations in in- 
dividual communities. Many of the non- Federal 
users of the S.M.S.A. data assume that the areas 
defined as metropolitan represent, in some mea- 
sure, trading areas for the metropolis. Thus, 
use of S.M.S.A. data to establish quantitative 
indices of potential sales market areas, to set 
comparative guidelines for contrasting markets 
and market penetration, and to allocate man -power 
for sales and promotion.efforts is common. Local 
and regional planners find S.M.S.A. data useful 
especially because of the quantity of information 
provided that would be unavailable to them other- 
wise, and because the areas are ready -made plan- 
ning regions within which they can study broad 
trends of change relating to mobility, social 
and economic patterns of the population, and 
land use consumption. Recently,.as an outcome 
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of the Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan De- 
velopment Act of 1966, many kinds of requests 
for federal public works monies must first be 
submitted to regional metropolitan planning agen- 
cies designated by the federal government. The 
Department of Rousing and Urban Development has 
been given the responsibility for selecting the 
appropriate planning agencies, covering the 
relevant S.M.S.A., so the statistical units now 
have an increasing institutional superstructure. 

Criticisms of the 1960 S.M.S.A. 

At the very time that new legal status has 
been given to the current set of statistical 
areas, a wide and substantial volume of criti- 
cism is evident, however. The criteria used 
in 1960 sought to operationalize, in the words 
of the Bureau of the Budget, a "general colic t 

of a metropolitan area . . one of an inte- 
grated economic and social unit with a recog- 
nized large population nucleus." Population 
criteria (a central city of at least 50,000 
people, or qualifying "twin" cities) were used 
to identify a set of nuclei, for each of which 
an S.M.S.A. would be created. Criteria of 
integration then revealed the outlying counties 
that had qualifying levels of integration with 
the nucleus (15 per cent of the outlying coun- 
ty's workers are employed in the central coun- 
ty, or 25 per cent of the workers in the outlying 
county live in the central county). Finally, 
criteria of metropolitan character eliminated 
those otherwise integrated counties that did not 
have 75 per cent of their labor force engaged 
in non -agricultural activities and failed to 
meet at least one of three additional consider- 
ations: 

a) "It must have 50% or more of its 
population living in contiguous 
minor civil divisions with a den- 
sity of at least 150 persons per 
square mile, in an unbroken chain 
of minor civil divisions with such 
a density radiating from a central 
city in the area." 

b) "The number of nonagricultural work- 
ers employed in the county must equal 
at least 10% of the number of non- 
agricultural workers employed in 
the county containing the largest 
city in the area, or be the place 
of employment of 10,000 non -agri- 
cultural workers." 

c) "The non -agricultural labor force 
living in the county must equal at 
least 10% of the number of the non- 
agricultural labor force living in 
the county containing the largest 
city in the area, or be the place 
of residence of a non -agricultural 
labor force of 10,000." 

Each of the criteria used to define the 
S.M.S.A. has been subject to criticism from many 
points of view, viz: 

Population Criteria 
Questions have been raised concerning the 

basis on which the population criteria should 
be defined, concerning the necessity of a minimum 



and /or a maximum limit to population, and regard- 
ing the county and distance measures established 
in Criterion 2 for combining adjacent counties, 
each containing central cities, into a single 
S.M.S.A. On a more basic level, there is dis- 
agreement concerning the relation of population 
thresholds and economic organization. 

Some authors have argued that the urbanized 
area should be used as the population base in- 
stead of the central city. The number 50,000 
itself has been challenged on several scores. 
To some, that number seems too arbitrary and too 
large since a great many of the smaller centers 
of local activity in rural areas will be missed, 
thus over -emphasizing the importance of size in 
economic organization of space. Others feel that 
a city of 50,000 is really too small to consti- 
tute a metropolitan center, and that larger areas 
exceeding 250,000 people are most meaningful in 
an economic context today. 

Criteria of Metropolitan Character 
The criteria of metropolitan character have 

been subjected to heavy criticism and question. 
The criticisms arise, for the most part, from 
the vague and uncertain understanding of the 
meaning of this concept. No full or adequate 
apologia has been enunciated, and the social and 
economic connotations of the criteria have been 
subject to much debate. The evident compromise 
nature of the present definition has contributed 
considerably to the confusion. 

At the most explicit level, questions about 
the selection of all particular thresholds have 
been raised. How does one justify a require- 
ment that 50% of the population live in contig- 
uous minor civil divisions with a certain mini- 
mum density? Further, how does one define the 

non -agricultural labor force? Where do part - 
time farmers fit in? Specific objections have 
been raised to the unique definition of the 
New England S.M.S.A. 

In reviewing the comments addressed to it, 
the Bureau of the Budget has found numerous in- 
consistencies of application and a bewildering 
variety of choices made possible because of non- 
conformance to a few criteria by many counties. 
For example, the Bureau of the Budget found 38 
areas in which counties otherwise qualifying as 
metropolitan have been excluded because of low 
total population, low total labor force, or in- 

sufficiently high population density. 
General uncertainties of meaning are accom- 

panied first, by specific questions about the 
apparent conflicts arising from defining metro- 
politan character in both economic and social 
terms. Second, issues of the urban -rural dis- 
tinction, a distinction long indistinct, still 
appear to be built into the metropolitan char- 
acter criteria in the language of density and 
size introduced by Wirth. Third, the definition 
ignores, except in the crudest sense, the ques- 
tion of the necessity for some landscape criteria 
by which to enunciate metropolitan character. 
The literature on metropolitan areas reveals a 
basic cleavage between scholars relying on some 
landscape element to form part of their defini- 
tion and another group who find it unnecessary 
to include any specific reference to particular 
landscape features when discussing the concept. 

Definition of the S.M.S.A. with reference 
both to social and economic criteria has created 
differing interpretations. It has been implied 
by some that the county was both a place of work 
and a home for concentrations of non- agricul- 
tural workers while, at the same time, function- 
ing as the primary trading area for the metropol- 
is. Are either or both of these conditions ne- 
cessary for a county to be metropolitan in an 
economic sense? Some evidence suggests that 
wholesale trading territories for large metro- 
politan areas are coterminous with farm to city 
migration areas, suggesting a correspondence of 
boundaries of several indicators of metropolitan 
economic influence, and that retail trade areas 
are coincident with commuting areas for smaller 
places. In agricultural areas and around smal- 
ler S.M.S.A. central cities, these findings not- 

withstanding, others have argued that the gener- 
al trade area of the central city covers a more 
extensive terrain than does any kind of extend- 
ed migration or commutation zone. Further know- 
ledge about commuting patterns will elucidate 
the unknowns here. It is likely, however, that 

the patterns will vary for metropolitan areas 
of different sizes and in different parts of 
the country. If one refers to a "metropolitan 
economy," then it is clear that the larger 
S.M.S.A.'s are underbounded. If one refers to 
activity patterns of individuals and groups 
living within metropolitan areas, then it is 
clear from research that there is little dif- 
ference between groups included within metro- 
politan areas and some of those which are ex- 
cluded. The differences appear to be more dis- 
tinct between workers engaged in urban pursuits 
and those engaged in rural agricultural pursuits. 
If by metropolitan character of an area we mean 
the use of that land by various groups, then 

it is clear that the sphere of influence of me- 
tropolitan dwellers extends far beyond the coun- 
ties currently classified as metropolitan. At 
this point the discussion reverts to the problem 
of interpreting what is meant by "metropolitan ". 

Criteria of Integration 
The main thrust of criticism of the criter- 

ia of integration is to demand that a more pre- 
cise and detailed statement about economic and 
social integration within the metropolitan area 
be made. 

The percentage figures established by the 
Bureau of the Budget have been questioned. The 
necessity for direct contact with the central 
county has been questioned by pointing to the 
lack of unified labor markets within large me- 
tropolitan areas. The achievement of maximum 
accessibility throughout the metropolitan area 
with reductions in the cost and time required 
for travel has led to the suggestion that a com- 
muting radius be established on the basis of 
time taken to reach the central county or its 
central area. 

The whole question of integration without 
what is commonly thought to be metropolitan char- 
acter is implicit in several of the classifica- 
tion schemes. The classifications suggested by 
both Friedmann and Miller, and by Fox revolve 
around a notion of integration without the ac- 
companying population density criterion now 



closely associated with metropolitan character. 
These schemes propose a radical alternative to 
our present definition of the metropolitan con- 
cept. Friedmann and Miller see a changing scale 
in urban life accompanying technological and ec- 
onomic developments. Such an idea rejects as 
no longer useful the classification distinguish- 
ing metropolitan from non -metropolitan, and it 
suggests that a new and broad urban realm is sig- 
nificant. The argument rests largely on the 
claim that the area in which a metropolitan pop- 
ulation lives and conducts its social activities 
now encompasses a broad zone around metropolitan 
centers. This zone, or realm, extends, perhaps, 
to about 100 miles from the central city, and is 
defined as the limits for regular week -end or 
seasonal use. Within this area, the imprint of 
the urban dweller is of paramount significance. 
This realm is largely coincident with areas of 
general economic health as well, they maintain. 

Fox is concerned with small, functionally 
specialized regions which he considers to be 
the major facts of economic importance in the 
regionalization of most of the country. Inte- 
gration here is often without metropolitan char- 
acter since many of the smaller centers are too 
tiny to be classed as metropolitan under present 
schemes or because population densities may be 
low. Nevertheless, Fox posits such a system of 
functional economic areas as the economic build- 
ing blocks for a regionalization of the United 
States. 

The Journey -to -Work Evidence of 1960 

Analysis of the small area commuting data 
collected as part of the 1960 census shows that 
a set of urban realms in fact constitutes the 

nation's functional economic areas. This find- 
ing leads to proposals for a revised area clas- 
sification that lends itself to a range of prac- 
tical applications within the framework of emer- 
ging national urban policy. 

In 1960, you will recall that for the first 
time, the Census of Population and Housing in- 
cluded a question to determine the commuting 
behavior of the population of the United States. 
Item P 28. of the Household Questionnaire read: 

P28. What city and county did he 
work in last week? 
Individual and household data wert assem- 

bled into totals for each of the country's 
43,000 Standard Location Areas. For each S.L.A. 
it was then decided what initially appeared to 
be the thirteen most important workplace loca- 
tions for residents from among a set of 4,300 
possible workplaces. Theoretically, then, the 

1960 journey -to -work data were assembled into a 
43,000 by 4,300 matrix of from -to journey -to- 
work information; however, the SLAB were in fact 
grouped into some 4,300 sub -matrices, each of 

which had only 13 columns and two balance cate- 
gories. 

Commuting Fields and Labor Markets 
For any workplace, a reporting booklet 

could be prepared listing all SLAB sending com- 
muters to it, and for each of the SLAs showing 
how many and what proportion of the resident 
workers travelled to each of its thirteen work- 
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place alternatives or fell in one or the other 
of the balance categories. With such infor- 
mation in hand it was possible to plot a map 
for each workplace and surrounding territory, 
showing the percentage of the workers resident 
in each S.L.A. commuting to the workplace. 
Because of the regular decline of the commuting 
rate with distance, it was also possible to con- 
tour the percentages to depict the commuting 
field of that workplace. The outer limit of 
this field is described by a zero contour beyond 
which there is no reported inward commuting; this 
is the area within which jobs and homes are 
brought into balance --the area which serves as 
a bounded "container" for the journey -to -work. 

Commuting fields were mapped for every S.M. 
S.A. central city, for most urban centers in the 
25,000- 50,000 population range, and many small 
places. The complete set of commuting fields is 
depicted on the map Commuting Fields of Central 
Cities, which has been circulated to the audi- 
ence. 

An immediate contrast may be drawn between 
the map of the country's Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas, as defined by the Bureau of 
the Budget, and the map showing areas within 
the commuting fields of cities in 1960. Where- 
as two- thirds of the nation's population resi- 
ded in the 1960 S.M.S.As., in fact 87 per cent 
lived within the commuting area of one of the 
1960 S.M.S.A's. central cities (many within 
more than one such area). Another 9 per cent 
lived in the commuting fields of somewhat smal- 
ler centers that filled the populated gaps be- 
tween metropolitan labor markets. 

In fact, then, in 1960 the populated parts 
of the nation were completely metropolitanized 
-- covered by a network of urban fields. They 
were also patterned socially and economically 
by them. Each of the commuting fields shows 
a very fundamental property of the country's 
residential areas: degree of participation in 
metropolitan. labor markets. As degree of me- 
tropolitan labor market participation declines 
with increasing distance from the city, popu- 
lation densities and proportion of the popula- 
tion classified as urban decline, together with 
average value of farmland and buildings, median 
family income, median school years completed, 
rate of population increase (which becomes neg- 
ative in the peripheries) and per cent gain in 
the population through migration (which also 
becomes negative). On the other hand, percent- 
age of the population classified as rural non- 
farm rises and then falls, and both the percent- 
age of families with incomes less than $3,000.00 
and the unemployment rate increase. 

The changes are like a musical score; they 
are rhythmic, rising and falling in concert. 
Population response is revealed by relative rates 
of change at the center and decline at the periph- 
ery. 

Only urban centers with populations exceed- 
ing 25,000 appear to have much peaking effect on 
the gradients. For larger sizes of central city 
the "peaks" rise with rank in the urban hierarchy, 
up to the level of the nation's largest metropoli. 
But in the latter there is an involution, with 
gradients dropping in the inner -city ghettos. 
Also, where labor markets overlap, and substantial 



cross -commuting results from alternative employ- 
ment opportunities, regional welfare levels are 
maintained at high levels at the outer edges of 
the commuting fields. The journey -to -work data 
thus indicate patterns of labor market partici- 
pation in metropolitan commuting fields that 
arevery profound indexes of socio- economic rhy- 
thms present in the characteristics of the pop- 
ulation of the United States. 

Several other things are apparent in the 

maps of commuting fields and the related socio- 
economic gradients: 

(1) Clearly, the areas socially and econ- 

omically integrated with given central cities 
are far more extensive than the 1960 S.M.S.A.s. 
This should be no surprise, given use of the 15 

per cent commuting criterion plus the criteria 
of metropolitan character to reduce and con- 
strain their boundaries. However, if the com- 
muting patterns and resulting variations in de- 
gree of metropolitan labor market participation 
and related socio- economic gradients are to be 
considered seriously, these constraints cut ac- 
cross continous, correlated patterns rather than 

seeking out real limits such as discontinuities 
or major transitional zones. In fact, the only 

such limit evident in the data is where one com- 
muting field leaves off and the socio- economic 
characteristics begin to respond to the pulls 
of another central city. 

(2) Similarly, in the least densely -pop- 
ulated parts of the nation's settled area, com- 
muting fields focus on urban centers of less 
than 50,000 population, although sizes must in 
general exceed 25,000 to have any effects on 
the socio- economic gradients flowing outwards 
from larger places. 

(3) At the other extreme, particularly in 
the manufacturing belt, labor markets overlap 
in elaborate ways. The urban regione of "mega- 
lopolis" are highly complex, multi- centered en- 
tities. 

At least three questions of definitional 
practice are raised in view of these considera- 
tions: 

(1) If the intent is to define "economic- 
ally and socially integrated units with a rec- 
ognized large population nucleus," are the lim- 
iting constraints of the criteria of metropoli- 
tan character and the 15 per cent commuting cri- 
terion desirable and reasonable? In light of 
the evidence, we think not. 

(2) What is an appropriate size limit for 
the central city of the statistical area, and 
indeed, is the size of the central city a valid 

population criterion? Although one may want to 
start with the 50,000 size for historical rea- 
sons, the total population of the entire re- 
gion is probably more interesting. 

(3) Row is the complexity of the most 
densely -populated parts of the country to be 
handled? Clearly, no units focusing on single 
centers will be able to embrace the interdepen- 
dent labor markets. Is a multi- centered urban 

region an appropriate substitute? We think só, 
and suggest a comprehensive set of Consolidated 
Urban Regions. 

The steps taken in 1960 clearly overcame 
these issues by beginning with a prior defini- 
tion of a set of centers, for each of which a 

metropolitan area was to be built of county 
building -blocks. The commuting criterion then 
pointed out counties potentially eligible for 
membership in each of the S.M.S.A., and the cri- 
terion of metropolitan character led to elimina- 
tion of some of the potential candidates. Lip - 
service was given to interdependencies by crea- 
tion of the New York and Chicago Consolidated Re- 
gions. The whole procedure was simple, straight- 
forward, and easy to apply. 

Functional Economic Areas 
and Consolidated Urban Regions 

Are there equally simple alternates that 
start with the same population criterion, rely 
on county building- blocks (one of the features 
of the journey -to -work small area data is that 
county units may be retained without undue loss 
of detail) in the same way, but come closer to 
real areas of daily journey -to -work interdepen- 
dence? 

Proposed Definitions 
Considerable experimentation with the journ- 

ey -to -work data led to the following set of def- 
initions, which goes a long way to providing a 
viable series of alternates: 

1. COMMUTING FIELD 

An area encompassing all standard loca- 
tion areas sending commuters to a desig- 
nated workplace area. The field varies 
in intensity according to the propor- 
tion of resident employees in each SLA 
commuting to the workplace, and may be 
depicted cartographically by contours 
that enclose all areas exceeding a 
state degree of commuting. 
Note: There will be as many commuting 
fields as there are designated work- 
place areas. 

2. LABOR MARKET 

All counties sending commuters to a 
given central county. 

2a. CENTRAL COUNTY 

The designated workplace area for 
definition of a labor market. 

2b. CENTRAL CITY 

The principal city located in a 
central county. 
Note: S.M.S.A. criteria 1 and 2 
might be carried through to further 
specify 2a and 2b. 

3. FUNCTIONAL ECONOMIC AREA (F.E.A) 

All those counties within a labor market 
for which the proportion of resident 
workers commuting to a given central 
county exceeds the proportion commuting 
to alternative central counties. 
Note: There will be as many F.E.A.'s 



as there are central counties. 

4. CONSOLIDATED URBAN REGION (C.U.R.) 

Two or more F.E.A.'s for which at 
least five per cent of the resident 
workers of the central county of one 
commute to the central county of ano- 
ther. 

Note: No prior determination of the 
number of C.U.R.'s is possible, but 
application of the criterion to the 
1960 data produced 31. 

Results of applying these criteria are shown 
in the maps Functional Economic Areas of the Uni- 
ted States and Consolidated Urban Regions. 

The regionalization used to create the 1960 
S.M.S.A.'s and the functional regionalization 
evidenced by commuting behavior are significantly 
different. A major choice must be made by the 
U. S. Bureaus of the Budget and Census, for the 
1960 classification does not produce fully -inte- 
grated areas with a large population nucleus 
even though this was the underlying concept. Is 
the intention to classify areas on the basis of 
how In this case, continuation of 
present practice will suffice, and attention 
should be focused on the criteria of metropoli- 
tan character (although continuation of the prac- 
tice of defining urbanized areas may be a more 
appropriate substitute). Alternatively, should 
the areas embrace people with common patterns of 
behavior? Then, commuting data dealing with 
daily behavior and the links between place of 
residence and place of work are relevant. 

Comparability is the issue if county 
building -blocks are used. Besides, there has 
been little consistency in definitional prac- 
tice since inception of attempts to define me- 
tropolitan areas. Nor should consistency be 
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expected in a dynamic socio- economy in which pat- 
terns of organization and behavior are subject 
to continuing change. 

There is a hard problem of choice, since 
there is general agreement that some form of 
area classification will be required for publi- 
cation of summary statistics for some time to 

come. 

We recommend the following: 

1. County building- blocks or equivalent 
units be retained as the basis of any 
area classification, in all parts 
of the country. 

2. County -to- county commuting data be 
the basis of the classification of 
counties into functional economic 
areas. 

3. Functional Economic Areas be delin- 
eated around all central counties 
satisfying the existing S.M.S.A. 
criteria 1 and 2, and in addition 
be created for smaller regional cen- 
ters in the less densely- populated 
parts of the country. 

4. Where significant cross- commuting 
takes place, functional economic 
areas be merged by the creation of 
a consistent set of Consolidated 
Urban Regions. 

5. Consideration be given, for neat- 
ness of social accounting, to al- 
locating all unallocated counties 
to one of the F.E.A.'s or C.U.R.'s 
on the basis of additional criteria 
of regional interdependence. 


